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THE JOURNAL OF POLITICS, VOL. 41, 1979 1976 presidential campaign, both candidates came out strongly for strict antitrust enforcement! Despite this contemporary interest, and the prominence of antitrust as an abiding value in American politics, it has received remarkably little systematic, quantitative study. Of course, a number of works on antitrust are available, but they tend to be legalistic or speculative. 5 As economists Clair Wilcox and William Shepherd observe, "There exists no recent, full, analytical appraisal of antitrust's effects."6 A leading scholar of antitrust law, Richard Posner argues that this lack of statistical investigation is a major reason for inefficient enforcement. 7 His own impressive examination is essentially an accounting of the number and types of cases over time. My analysis takes the next step, focusing on the causes and consequences of these enforcement patterns. After considering the purposes and measurement of antitrust efforts, I evaluate leading hypotheses on the political and economic determinants of antitrust enforcement. Then, I analyze the impact of antitrust policy, to see whether it actually helps or hinders economic competition. ANTITRUST 
ENFORCEMENT
There are a number of laws whose ostensible purpose is the preservation of economic competition. Major legislation in this area includes the Sherman Antitrust Act (1890), which outlawed combinations in "restraint of trade" and "monopolization;" the Clayton Act (1914), which specifically made illegal price discrimination, exclusive and tying contracts, intercorporate stockholdings, and interlocking directorates, when they "substantially lessen competition;" and the CeIIer-Kefauver Antimerger Act (1950) , which strengthened the prohibitions of the Clayton Act against acquisition of stock or assets of a competing corporation. 6 The Antitrust Division of the Justice Department and the Federal Trade Commission ( FTC) are the organizations chiefly responsible for enforcement of the antitrust laws. While I ultimately examine the role of both, I focus on the Antitrust Division because it is older, has more prestige, has more money for antitrust efforts, and is generally considered more effective. 9 As Mark Green and his colleagues remark, "filing cases is the Division's main business."lo Therefore, I take the annual number of antitrust cases initiated as the primary measure of enforcement activity, as did Posner.11 Data were gathered on the number of antitrust cases instituted each year by the Justice Department, from 1890 to 1974 (the mean number of cases brought annually = 21.22, the standard deviation = 18.68 ) .12
THE INFLUENCE OF ECONOMIC COMPETITION ON ANTITRUST

ENFORCEMENT
Given that the prime goal of the Antitrust Division is maintaining economic competition, a reasonable expectation is that enforcement would increase in re'sponse to diminished competition. A difficulty with testing this hypothesis stems from the lack, among economists, of a generally accepted definition of competitionY However, a number of measures have served as proxies for economic competition, and clearly appear relevant to the Division's mission. I look at two such measures: mergers and aggregate concentration. My emphasis will be on mergers because, in addition to offering a better data base, they are conceptually more satisfactory.
172
THE JOURNAL OF POLITICS, VOL. 41, 1979 The leading student of American merger movements, Ralph Nelson, defines a merger as '"the combination into a single economic enterprise of two or more previously independent enterprises."14 Willard Mueller, former Director of Economics at the FTC, argues that mergers, more than any other economic factor, explain the structure of United States industry.I5 Political scientists have used merger figures as a principle indicator of competitiveness in the economy.I6 For economists, however, the conceptual overlap between mergers and (reduced) competition is not as complete. The dispute centers on the type of merger which occurs. A horizontal merger, which joins direct competitors, clearly reduces competition. But some contend that a vertical merger (the union of buyer and seller) or a conglomerate merger (combination of firms which neither directly compete nor are in a buyer-seller relationship), may have a neutral, rather than a negative, impact on competition,17 The great bulk of industrial combinations have been horizontal, but conglomerate mergers have recently assumed more importance. Unfortunately, these discriminations as to kind of combination cannot be made over the span of merger observations. This limitation is not particularly troublesome here, because the government has regarded conglomerate mergers as harmful to competition. IR However, in the consideration of antitrust effects, where this is an important issue, an attempt will be made to separate out conglomerate mergers.
Drawing on various sources, a lengthy series of annual observations on mergers in manufacturing and mining was assembled, extending from (the mean = 604.32, the standard deviation = 597.11) . 19 The central hypothesis is that as mergers, Xt. d=.36 N=79 where R2=the coefficient of determination, d=Durbin-Watson statistic, N = number of observations, e = error, and the values in parentheses below the parameter estimates are the t ratios.
The coefficient for Xt is not significant at the .05 level. (When It I >2.0, the parameter estimate is considered significant at the .05 level, with a two-tailed test. This is the level and test of significance that will be used throughout the paper) .20 A protest might be registered against this negative conclusion. A legitimate expectation is that the antitrust response is delayed, rather than immediate. The enforcement role of the Antitrust Division is largely passive. It is spurred to action when a complaint is received, often from members of the business community who are in competition with the supposed lawbreaker. On the average, it takes about one year of investigating the complaint before a case would actually be filed. 21 Therefore, it could be a few years before the less competitive environment translated itself into antitrust cases instituted. More formally, the suggestion is that a realistic model would lag the merger variable n number of years, i.e., Yt=a+bXt_ n + et (1 then lagging it t-2, t-3, t-4, and t-5. The slope estimate becomes even less significant than in Eq. 1. In enforcing the antitrust statutes, the Division apparently fails to react to the general level of merger activity. Lack of attention to mergers does not necessarily mean that the Justice Department is unresponsive to all signs of competitive conditions. Economic concentration measures are currently popular devices for assessing competition. There are two basic types of concentration: market and aggregate. Market concentration refers to the degree of control of an industry by its major firms. As an industry becomes dominated by its leading firms, it tends to lose its competitive structure. For example, some argue that when the top four firms have 50 percent of the market (a "four-firm concentration ratio of 50 percent"), monopolistic conditions prevail. While the use of a market concentration ratio has great appeal, it does not appear feasible in the context of this time-series analysis. F. M. Scherer, in his excellent treatment of the economic concentration issue, explicitly warns that "long run analyses [of market concentration] plunge us into the realm of incommensurables."22 Part of the problem is that the industry definitions, which are used to develop the concentration ratios, have not remained constant over time; also, observations exist on relatively few years. 23 (see Barber, 1969; Blair, 1972; Marfels, 1975) Nevertheless, while the impact of market concentration cannot be directly assessed, there is evidence that it is related to aggregate concentration, which is measured here. 24 Aggregate concentration refers to the extent to which manufacturing assets or sales in the entire economy are controlled by a few corporations. Students of American politics have been especially sensitive to the apparent rise in aggregate concentration, in part because of the implication that reduced economic competition means [1942] [1943] [1944] [1945] [1946] were not available; therefore, the mean of the series was substituted for each of these years. This procedure yields least squares estimators known as "zero order regression estimators." One advantage of these estimators is that when the correlation between X and Y is low, as it appears here, the mean square error of these estimators is smaller than that of OLS estimators calculated strictly from the cases with no missing values; see Jan Kmenta, Elements of Econometrics (New York: Macmillan, 1971), 341-345.
generate with time-series data. Therefore, my general analytic strategy will be to correct for autocorrelation with the CORC procedure before drawing any final conclusions about the presence of an effect. Further, a word about lagged values is in order. Throughout the paper, whenever it seems theoretically plausible that an effect might be delayed, the hypothesis is examined by lagging the independent variable up to three years, at least. The slope coefficient finally reported comes from the lag, t-n, or nonlag, t, which allowed the variable its maximum possible impact. In this way, more opportunity was given for a relationship to emerge, if one existed.) 27 In evaluating this negative result on the effect of aggregate concentration, a caution must be entered. Even though "percentage of assets held by the top 200 corporations" is one of the better avail- 27 The statistical package used to obtain the OLS estimates and these Cochrane-Orcutt (CORC) estimates was the Econometric Software Package (ESP), developed by]. Phillip Cooper, Graduate School of Business, University of Chicago. For discussion of CORC, see Kmenta, Elements, 269-292, from which the following description of the procedure is drawn. Assume we apply the CORC adjustment to this simple bivariate regression model.
Yt =a + bX t + e t .
Step 1. Estimate the equation with OLS.
Step 2. Calculate the residuals, el' e 2 , . . . en.
Step 3. Obtain an autocorrelation estimate, p, by correlating et with et-l.
Step 4. Construct the adjusted variables, (Y t -pY t-l ) and (X t -;,X t-l ).
Step 5. Obtain parameter estimates adjusted for autocorrelation by securing OLS estimates of (Y t -'PY t-l ) =ao + b(X t -;,X t-l) +u t ·
Step 6. Repeat the above process (i.e., estimating autocorrelation, constructing new variables, and estimating the parameters) until the parameter values stabilize. While this iterative procedure may appear quite lengthy, my experience is that covergence is achieved after a few rounds (1-5), and that the initial autocorrelation estimate is quite close to the final one. The practical implication is that, in general, it is fairly safe to stop with the parameter estimates obtained after the first autocorrelation adjustment. In fact, Kmenta, Elements, 288 notes that the estimators from this "two-stage" procedure have the same asytmptotic properties as the maximum likelihood estimators.
Hopefully, it is obvious that if the OLS estimates are not significant, the CORC estimates will likewise not be significant, given the positive autocorrelation which infects almost all time-series data. Thus, if Eq. 1, which aims to estimate the impact of mergers on antitrust enforcement, is reestimated using CORC, the nonsignificance reported with the OLS equation holds. The CORC estimate indicates that the effect of mergers is even less significant, as would be expected, b Yt xt=.OOl, (t=.42).
able measures of aggregate concentration, it poses serious analysis difficulties. Scherer, who himself relies on this type of measure, admits that the problems with using the aggregate concentration indicators over time are acute. 28 For example, the limited variation of aggregate concentration values (here the range is only 15.8 percent) makes these parameter estimates rather unreliable. 29 Thus, because the null finding on aggregate concentration may very well be in error, I report it with some tentativeness. However, outside support comes from the view, held by some economists, that mergers are a major cause of aggregate concentration. 30 (The data at hand do show that mergers are correlated .729 with aggregate concentration. ) Given the two are highly related, the expectation would be that aggregate concentration, like mergers, has no effect on antitrust enforcement, which is indeed my finding. 31 The foregoing linear regression analyses of the merger and aggregate concentration variables suggest, surprisingly, that antitrust activity is independent of changing levels of economic competition. Notwithstanding legislative intent, the Division's enforcement of the antitrust laws does not appear stimulated by indications of intensified anti competitive behavior. This finding compliments John Siegfried, who concludes that consideration of economic benefits, "in the 31 This high correlation between mergers and aggregate concentration also suggests the rationale for the bivariate hypothesis testing strategy which I employ. The independent variables of this study generally exhibit extreme multicollinearity, which means their effects often cannot be reliably separated in multiple regression analysis. Suppose the equation Y = a + btXt + b2X~ + e.
A high positive correlation of XI with X 2 could produce an estimate of b 2 that is statistically insignificant, even if X 2 were actually a cause of Y (see Kmenta, Elements, 405). Determining whether this insignificant result is valid, or simply a product of multicollinearity, can be difficult. One approach is to analyze the effect of X 2 in a separate equation, Y = a + b 2 X 2 + e. This allows X 2 to maximize its apparent effect on Y, for it does not have to "share" the explanation with Xt. Of course, the estimate for b z will be biased, exaggerating the effect of X 2 (see Kelejian and Oates, Introduction, 217-219). Under these unduly favorable conditions of the bivariate regression model, if statistical Significance is not uncovered, then its emergence in a multiple regression context would neither be expected nor reliable.
form of efficiency gains and income redistributions," does not influence antitrust case work. 32 Such results prompt the further question of whether antitrust activity is at all responsive to the economic environment. Posner offers the hypothesis that enforcement varies with the general state of the economy.33 Periods of economic expansion, for example, might be accompanied by a greater incidence of antitrust violations, causing more cases to be brought. This possibility was tested by regressing antitrust cases filed, Yt, on the GNP growth rate, Xt, and, then, on the unemployment rate, Zt. 34 Estimation (CORC) indicates the GNP growth rate is not significantly related to antitrust enforcement, by x = .03, (t = .20). Simit t larIy, significance is not approached when the GNP variable is lagged (t-1, t-2, t-3). Also, the supposed significant effect of unemployment also fails to emerge (CORC), by x =.46, (t=1.16).
t a-I
Thus, the overall level of economic activity does not seem to influence the level of antitrust enforcement. Nor is it more specifically affected by the degree of competitiveness in the economy. Contrary to expectatoins, antitrust enforcement is quite unrelated to presumably relevant conditions of the economic system.
THE INFLUENCE OF PARTISAN POLITICS ON ANTITRUST ENFORCEMENT
Upon reflection, the absence of an antitrust response to diminished economic competition appears less surprising. A rationalistic view of law enforcement, which supposes increased crime produces more crime-fighting, is perhaps naive. The traditional notion that an agency mechanically administers the law as need be, in the form handed to it by the "political" branches of government, is no longer widely held. 35 Instead, it is recognized that politics pervades ad- ministration. The Antitrust Division provides no exception to this rule. In addition to formal political influences (e.g., the President appoints the head, the Congress sets the budget), the Division is often subject to informal political pressures. The President sometimes pushes for a case to be initiated or dropped. Members of Congress do likewise. 36 For example, it was claimed Senator Pastore " ... preached anti-poverty to the Justice Department and has all but undone the Government's assault on Kaiser Aluminum Chemical Corp.'s (sic) acquisition from the U.S. Rubber of a wire and cable plant in Bristol, Rhode Island."37
I~ is reasonable to assume that these instances of political influence are motivated in part by partisan considerations. 3s A common belief is that Republicans, because of their allegedly greater attachment to the free enterprise system, pursue antitrust enforcement more earnestly than Democrats. 39 Others content that support for antitrust is bipartisan. 40 Below, I examine the effect of partisanship on antitrust enforcement, looking first at the Presidency and then at the Congress.
Since Such patterns hint that, in fact, Democratic presidents are more vigorous enforcers of antitrust. But these examples are confined to a few administrations. To discover if a general partisan impact exists, I regress annual number of cases filed, Yt, on the President's party label, Xt • 43 However, it is perhaps unrealistic to expect that the presidential impact would make itself felt immediately; after taking office, some time will pass before the President presses for a suit and finally gets it instituted. Indeed, OLS estimates suggest this is the pattern, for apparently significant effects do not emerge until Xt -3 • But, when the CORC adjustment is made this relationship does not hold up, by x . = -.88, (t = -.23). The conclusion is that t t-8 the President does not exert a significant partisan influence on antitrust enforcement. This result parallels that of Posner. 44 Still, one may charge that this analysis fails to incorporate the more qualitative impact of presidential partisanship. To investigate this possibility, Posner related the initiation of '1andmark" cases to presidential party, and again found a negligible relationshipY Clearly, at least at the presidential level, antitrust enforcement is a bipartisan affair.
Congressional influence in antitrust is extensive. In addition to deciding on the Division's budget, Congress may actually grant special treatment to certain corporations, as with the Lockheed "bail-out" bill. Louis Kohlmeier estimates that about one-fourth of the nation's businesses have been specifically exempted from the strictures of antitrust. oW Also, even the mildest inquiries from Congress receive immediate attention from the Division. All congressional correspondence is answered within 48 hours. In explaining this practice, a Policy Planning Director remarked, "They can de- 
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stroy us with the stroke of a pen."47 The Senate Antitrust and Monopoly Subcommittee, which was chaired by Phillip Hart, has the second largest subcommittee budget in Congress. It is regarded as more productive than the House Antitrust Subcommittee, which has a much smaller budget. This hints that partisanship might have greater opportunity for influence in the Senate than in the House. More generally, the direction (although not the significance) of the presidential findings suggests that as Republicanism in Congress increases, antitrust enforcement would diminish.
To examine the impact of Senate partisanship, the annual percentage of Republican seats, Xt, was used to predict antitrust cases instituted, Yt • A similar equation was estimated for the House. 48 Does antitrust enforcement vary with the changing partisan composition of the Congress? The answer is negative, for both houses. While the strength of the slope coefficient increases as Xt is lagged, as one might expect, significance (.05 level) is never attained. For the Senate, the CORC estimate is by x = -.36, (t = -1.59). This t t-8 implies that, for every three additional Republican Senators, only one less antitrust case is pursued. However, even this apparent effect, trivial as it would be, is not statistically significant according to the t ratio. The impact of House Republicanism appears still weaker; the comparable estimate is by x = -.09, (t = -.62).
t t-8
Political party cleavages, while they may be quite important for other public outcomes, appear irrelevant for antitrust policy. Neither the party preference of the President, nor party differences in Congress exhibit a meaningful impact on the number of cases the Division files. This bipartisan hypothesis of antitrust enforcement receives further endorsement when the dependent variable is the Division's budget, rather than its cases. 49 In his work on the politics 47 Green While these results may be interpreted as bipartisan support, it is certainly not eager support. Neither Democrats nor Republicans seem firmly committed to maintaining economic competition. Of course the Antitrust Division budget has grown, but at a slower pace than that of most other agencies. 51 What backing it has seems due largely to its law enforcement role, which members of Congress tend to view as "essential."52 However, unlike the FBI, the Division is not granted virtually whatever it requests. 53 The congressional goal for antitrust is not one of "stamping out anticompetitive crime." Rather the aim appears to be maintaining minimal, perhaps merely symbolic, protection for the business community and the public-at-Iarge. This implication is bolstered when the effects of antitrust enforcement are analyzed.
THE EFFECTS OF ANTITRUST ENFORCEMENT
Although antitrust has occupied a prominent place in American political lore, there is little quantitative knowledge of its competitive impact. Georgge Stigler suggests scholars have shied away from a quantitative assessment because "The task is formidable."54 That is has remained so is apparent from the current evaluation by Wilcox (t = 1.00). Further, as Xt is lagged, this positive relation actually increases. Antitrust activity, as measured by cases brought, does not appear to enhance economic competition. But, a critic might object that these findings mask the true competitive effects of antitrust, because the merger variable includes conglomerate mergers, which became especially important in the 1960s. While the government has challenged conglomerate mergers, there is controversy over their impact. Some economists argue they can be quite anti competitive, but others disagree. o6 Ideally, then, the effects of antitrust should be assessed with conglomerate mergers excluded. However, as Stigler observes, "it seems incredible but it is true that all forms of merger are combined in the standard merger series."57 Nevertheless, it is possible to adjust the series for the presence of conglomerate mergers, using the merger by type data available since 1948. Therefore, I reduce total merger scores for these years, to the extent their conglomerate merger percentage exceeds the conglomerate merger percentage of the base period, 1948-51. (The computation of these adjusted scores is fully detailed in the footnote). 58 This procedure tends to smooth out the 57 Stigler, "The Economic Effects," 232. 58 "Assets" and "number" data on all mergers by type are available back to 1948, for "large" mergers. The absence of these data on all mergers is not an obstacle. The number of large mergers, defined as the number of concerns with assets of 10,000,000 dollars or more acquired, correlates almost perfectly with the total number of mergers, r= . d=1.02 N=79 While the slope is now in the expected direction, it is not close to being statistically significant. Even adjusting for conglomerate mergers, the antitrust enforcement of the Division does not appear to foster economic competition.
However, a further protest might be raised. When the residuals from Eq. 3 are plotted against time, a serious deviation occurs at 1899, where the observed score is more than five standard errors of estimate above the predicted score. The presence of such an extreme outlier, which represents the peak of the first merger wave, may be distorting the overall estimate of effect. If the 1899 observation is excluded by simply taking 1900 as the beginning year of the series, rather than 1895, OLS yields bm x = .77, (t = .36).
t t
Still antitrust manifests no effect. Another approach is to log Mt d=.42 N=79 Once again, enforcement shows no impact on mergers.
Because the Antitrust Division is the prime enforcer of the antitrust laws, its failure is most critical. However, there are other institutions with antitrust responsibilities which must shoulder part of the blame for an ineffective policy. The antitrust tasks of the FTC are quite similar to the Division's. Despite possible advantages as an independent administrative agency, the FTC has tended to concentrate on minutiae. In the 1960s, its reputation fell so low that its dismemberment was even called for.60 Some contend that it has undergone revitalization, beginning with the leadership of Miles Kirkpatrick in 1969. However, other observers are skeptical about any real change in FTC performance. As Wilcox and Shepherd recently commented, "Frequently being 'revitalized,' it is rarely vital."61 Clearly, the FTC has had no effect on anticompetitive behavior, according to my analysis. Justice judgement. Also, a large number of private suits may follow from one antitrust violation. For these reasons, Posner asserts that in "no event would it be proper" to combine these private cases with the public ones in order to form an aggregate measure of antitrust activity.s3 However, he does provide some rough estimates for the pre-1938 period, along with more reliable estimates for subsequent years, which allow construction of a crude private cases variable, Xt .64 Regressing (OLS) mergers, Mt, on Xt yields bm x = t t .51, (t = 1.31 ). This finding implies the bringing of private antitrust cases does not influence merger activity significantly.
A possible criticism of "number of cases brought" as a measure of antitrust activity is that it does not capture the qualitative dimension. For example, perhaps the Division has begun to bring fewer, but more important, cases. Posner doubts this contention, arguing that in such a situation average case length would increase, which it has not. 65 However, it would be useful to have a more direct indicator of the qualitative side of enforcement. While there are many characteristics that distinguish a case as important, an overriding one is cost. For a major suit, the Division can easily spend 500,000 dollars.66 Hence, one global measure of enforcement quality is the size of the Division budget. The expectation, then, is that increased expenditures reduce anti competitive behavior, other things being equal. But, regressing (OLS) mergers, Mt, on the Division budget (in constant dollars), Xt, yields bm x = 3.54, ( t = 2.37). Thus far, the important role of the courts has been neglected. Under the first fifty years of the Sherman Act, the Supreme Court was hesitant to act against manufacturing combinations. After the landmark U. S. Steel case of 1920, monopolistic combinations appeared virtually legal. However, more rigorous interpretations of the law have been reinforced by passage of the Celler-Kefauver Antimerger Act in 1950, which strengthened Section 7 of the Clayton Act. In fact, the courts have upheld the Antitrust Division and and the FTC in every major case brought under Celler-Kefauver. 68 While conglomerate mergers are covered, it is generally acknowledged that the Celler-Kefauver Act has been most effective against horizontal mergers. 69 Further, according to some, this antimerger statute has exercised an anticompetitive deterrent beyond that coming from the formal sanctions. In this view, firms have actually decided not to merge because the law has become so "strong. 41, 1979 Kenneth Elzinga, who finds that government victories under this antimerger statute have been overwhelmingly "Pyrrhic," for they do not provide "effective relief."71 Without "effective relief," i.e., the undoing of the illegal aspects of the merger, there is no real cost to breaking the law, and it will be broken.
In the preceding paragraphs, I have looked at the effects of various antitrust activities, in turn, on merger activity. The results of this analysis are conveniently summarized in the CORC estimates of the following multiple regression equation:
( To attribute ineffectual antitrust enforcement to limited resources, even though the budget variables examined in Eq. 5 manifest no impact on mergers, implies there is a threshold effect. For instance, the Antitrust Division budget level has not yet influenced mergers, because the upper bound on expenditures has been so low. If the budget could be meaningfully increased beyond the values observed thus far, it would significantly curtail merger activity. Some economists argue that, optimally, this increase should be five-fold. 76 But it is by no means certain that this robust increment would be sufficient. As critic Edward Mason remarked, "Even if the Antitrust Division and the Federal Trade Commission enjoyed appropriations five times as large as they now have, they could not conceivably bring a tenth of the cases it would be possible to bring:'77 A rather pessimistic inference is that the budget increases needed for effective antitrust enforcement are of a magnitude which bars their acceptance in the congressional political arena.
CONCLUSIONS
Antitrust has not worked to protect the competitive structure of the American economy. More precisely, the efforts of the Antitrust Division, the FTC, and the courts have exerted no significant nega- 41, 1979 tive effect on anticompetitive mergers, according to the regression models estimated here. The American public continues to bear the costs of lessened competition, such as higher prices, greater corporate profits, reduced technological innovation, more economic inequality. At most, antitrust actions have symbolic value. 18 The knowledge that the antitrust division and the FTC are at work, coupled with the observance of an occasional court ruling against a major company, act to convince people that a competitive economy is being preserved. They are further reassured with favorable antitrust utterances by political figures of both parties. In fact, antitrust endorsement, not antitrust enforcement, is part of the ritual behavior of American politicians.
The lack of antitrust impact becomes more understandable when the linkages of government and the corporations are recalled. Effective law enforcement implies an antagonistic, watchful relationship between "police" and possible '1awbreaker." The idea of government as a regulator of business stresses this conflictual image. However, government normally aims to help corporations rather than constrain them. According to some investigators, the national economic regulatory bodies were originally created at the urging of big business. 19 In the view of Daniel Elazer, the business community still appears, by and large, to support federal regulation. 8o The formal assistance of government to corporate enterprise, which includes special subsidies, services, tax benefits, and contracts, is extensive and growing. 81 Informally, high level officials can be persuaded to bend in favor of corporate interests. In the Senate, for example, liberals as well as conservatives quickly sacrifice antitrust principles: "Senator Hartke is for steel quotas, Senator McCarthy supported the oil and drug industries, Senator Muskie favors shoe quotas, and Senator Javits ... wants to disembowel our foreign antitrust efforts.""2 The pervasive lack of real commitment to a policy of competition is summed up by the minuscule Antitrust Division budget, which virtually guarantees antitrust activity will be no more than symbolic.
The prospects for meaningful antitrust reform appear rather dim. Any serious effort would require the allocation of much more money than is likely to be forthcoming. Both Democrats and Republicans, whether in the White House or in the Congress, seem satisfied with the Antitrust Division budget, small as it is. Among those who make policy, maintaining economic competition is in reality a very low priority. In such a circumstance, recent possibilities, such as the Industrial Reorganization Act and the federal chartering of corporations, cannot be expected to alter significantly American economic patterns.
